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Research around the importance of activism for positive development has been primarily 
focused on a single identity, missing the ways in which race and sexual orientation intersect to 
influence the communities young adults advocate for. The current study assesses how Black 
LGBTQ young adults’ experiences of discrimination and community predict involvement in 
activism for racially marginalized LGBTQ communities and psychological wellbeing. With a 
sample of 466 Black LGBTQ young adults from the Social Justice Sexuality project, we used 
path analysis to examine direct and indirect associations between intragroup marginalization, 
community connection, activism, and psychological wellbeing. Results indicated that 
marginalization in the LGBTQ community and involvement in racial/ethnic LGBTQ 
communities were directly and positively associated with activism. Marginalization in one’s 
racial/ethnic community was directly and negatively associated with psychological wellbeing. 
LGBTQ community involvement had in indirect effect on activism and psychological wellbeing 
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Intragroup Marginalization and Community Connection: Pathways to Activism among Black 
LGBTQ Young Adults 
Growing up in a society marked by systemic injustice, oppressive forces, such as racism, 
sexism, and heterosexism, play a large role in shaping young adults’ developmental context 
(Hope et al., 2015). Particularly for marginalized groups, experiences of both interpersonal and 
structural discrimination can have profound negative effects on their physical and mental health 
(Hope et al., 2015). In an effort to understand how to promote positive development among 
marginalized youth and young adults, research around the importance of sociopolitical 
development—the development of one’s awareness of and action against sociopolitical factors 
that contribute to an inequitable society— suggests that activism and sociopolitical involvement 
may be adaptive coping processes to promote wellbeing (French et al., 2019; Klar & Kasser, 
2009; Frost et al., 2019; Thomas & Louis, 2013; Chan et al., 2020) and positive youth 
development (Watts & Flanagan, 2007; Ginwright & Cammarota, 2002; Hope & Spencer, 2017).  
Despite highlighting how engagement in activism can help foster resilience, empirical 
studies have primarily focused activism around a single identity, missing the ways in which race 
and sexual orientation intersect and influence the communities and organizations young adults 
politically engage in. Studies indicate that Black Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, and 
Queer or Questioning (LGBTQ)12 youth are at a heightened risk for experiencing discrimination 
 
1 While LGBTQ captures both gender identity and sexual orientation, the current study focuses on the intersections 
between race and sexual orientation. The participants in our study who identify as transgender or with other gender-
expansive terms, also indicate a sexual orientation other than heterosexual. 
2 The “Q” in LGBTQ refers to Queer or Questioning. Queer is an umbrella term for individuals who don’t identify 
as heterosexual and/or cisgender may choose to use. Questioning refers to an individual who may be unsure about or 




and victimization (Follins & Lassiter, 2017; Human Rights Campaign Foundation, 2019b; 
Calabrese et al., 2015) and violence against Black transgender people is at an epidemic rate 
(Human Rights Campaign Foundation, 2019a). As Black LGBTQ young adults experience 
victimization and discrimination at the intersections of race and sexual orientation, it is important 
to also consider Black LGBTQ young adults’ activism at these intersections. Applying an 
intersectional lens to sociopolitical development, the current study assesses how Black LGBTQ 
emerging adults’ unique experiences of discrimination and community influence their activism 
in communities catering to both their race and sexual orientation.  
Sociopolitical Development  
The developmental significance of activism is largely rooted in sociopolitical 
development theory. Sociopolitical development (SPD) refers to the development of one’s 
awareness of and action against sociopolitical factors that contribute to an inequitable society 
(Watts et al., 2003). Intended to move psychological empowerment towards a more collectivist 
approach, rather than focusing only on the individuals, SPD emphasizes the role systemic 
oppression plays in the development of youth and the necessity of collective action for liberation 
and human rights. As young adults’ supports, opportunities, and risks are all circumscribed by 
larger, political, economic, and social forces (Ginwright & Cammarota, 2002; Hope et al., 2015; 
Bronfenbrenner & Evans, 2000), the largest improvements in positive youth development will 
not occur unless action is taken to change the social context in which youth exist (Watts et al., 
2003; Watts & Flanagan, 2007).  
SPD posits that through the psychological process of critical analysis (i.e., the awareness 
of inequitable social political conditions) youth will be led to engage in sociopolitical 




to various forms of involvement including community service (i.e., providing aid to individuals), 
civic activity (i.e., conventional involvement with local, state, and national organizations and 
dominant political parties), and activism. Sociopolitical activism refers to social justice efforts, 
community organizing and engagement in extra-institutional actions (e.g., boycotts and protests).  
Because activism is most closely associated with liberation (Watts & Flanagan, 2007), the 
current study focuses on Black LGBTQ young adults’ engagement in activism specifically.   
Factors Influencing Sociopolitical Action: Discrimination and Community 
Studies have found engagement in activism to be associated with many positive outcomes 
for marginalized youth and young adults such as wellbeing, positive identity development, and 
leadership competence (Watts & Flanagan, 2007; Hope & Spencer, 2017; Cronin et al., 2011; 
DeBlaere et al., 2014; Frost et al., 2019; Chan et al. 2020). As research continues to emerge 
around the protective and adaptive properties of activism for marginalized youth and young 
adults (Watts & Flanagan, 2007; Ginwright & Cammarota, 2002; Hope & Spencer, 2017; Cronin 
et al., 2011; DeBlaere et al., 2014; Frost et al., 2019), scholars have developed theoretical 
frameworks for understanding antecedents of sociopolitical involvement (Anyiwo et al., 2018; 
Watts & Flanagan, 2007; van Zomeren et al., 2008). Across frameworks of SPD and collective 
action, a consistent motivator for young adults’ engagement in activism is their discrimination 
experiences (Watts & Flanagan, 2007; Anyiwo et al., 2018; van Zomeren et al., 2008). In their 
framework of sociocultural influences on African American youth’s sociopolitical development, 
in addition to racial socialization, and racial identity Anyiwo and colleagues (2018) posit that the 
racial discrimination significantly contributes to youth’s sociopolitical development. As 




individuals can have with political power, experiences of discrimination may facilitate young 
adults’ awareness of inequity and then later activism.  
There is empirical support for the role discrimination plays in the sociopolitical 
development of racially marginalized and LGBTQ individuals (Hope et al., 2016; Lozada et al., 
2016; Pender et al., 2018; Battle & Harris, 2013; Harris et al., 2013 Harris & Battle, 2013; Hope 
et al., 2019; Friedman & Leaper, 2010; Breslow et al., 2015; Dunn & Szymanski, 2018). Studies 
have found that more frequent experiences of racial discrimination are associated with greater 
awareness of racial inequality (Cronin et al., 2011; White-Johnson, 2011, Hope et al., 2016; 
Hope et al., 2019). In a sample of Black young adults, Hope and colleagues (2019) found that 
institutional and cultural racial discrimination, racial centrality, and nationalism were all 
associated with Black youth’s activism orientation. Moreover, public regard exacerbated the 
effects of institutional racial discrimination on youth’s activism orientation, increasing likelihood 
to engage in high-risk activism (assertive, unconventional, and risky social justice action (e.g., 
block access to public area with your body)) in the Black community. Among a predominantly 
White sample of sexual minority college women (60% European American, 21% Asian 
American, 8% Latina, 5% African American, and 6% mixed or other ethnicity), those who 
experienced greater levels of gendered heterosexism reported greater commitment to feminist 
activism and LGBTQ collective action (Friedman & Leaper, 2010).  These studies suggest that 
youth’s discrimination experiences influence sociopolitical action.    
Community involvement also plays a large role in fostering young adults’ activism 
behavior. A core tenet of SPD is that community connection is critical for fostering young 
adults’ likelihood to civically engage in their communities (Watts & Flanagan, 2007; Ginwright, 




connections to small community-based organizations in Black communities—in facilitating 
youth activism among African Americans, Ginwright (2007) posits that social ties to the Black 
community, which may help foster a collective racial and political identity, motivate youth to 
take action for community change. Consistent with SPD’s emphasis on collectivism, as young 
adults become more engaged in community, they recognize how personal liberation is linked to 
the liberation of the collective. Studies have found that many LGBTQ youth turn to the LGBTQ 
community for support in the face of family and peer rejection (Zimmerman et al., 2015; Singh, 
2013; Hailey et al., 2020; Labelle, 2019) and that engagement in such communities helps foster 
identity development and empowerment to push youth to advocate for themselves and others 
(Singh, 2013; Russell et al., 2009; Labelle, 2019). Youth leaders of Gay-Straight alliances 
reported that being a member of a larger community provided them with the social support 
necessary to pursue liberation even in the face of adversity (Russell et al., 2009).  
Studies investigating antecedents to activism have primarily focused on only one aspect 
of young adults’ lived experiences (e.g., racial discrimination influencing youth’s sociopolitical 
involvement in Black communities), failing to consider the ways in which systems of oppression 
intersect to shape how young adults’ personal experiences may influence the communities they 
engage in and fight for. Originating from the work done by Black feminists, intersectionality 
calls for the examination of how interlocking systems of oppression create unique experiences 
that cannot be understood as just the sum of their parts (Crenshaw, 1991; Collins, 2002). Rather 
than assessing Black LGBTQ young adults’ experiences of racism and heterosexism separately, 
it is imperative for researchers to understand how these structural levels of inequality coalesce to 
shape Black LGBTQ young adults’ interpersonal relationships with discrimination, community, 




Black LGBTQ People and Intragroup Marginalization  
 One possibility for applying an intersectional lens to how Black LGBTQ young adults’ 
experiences influence activism behavior is through the assessment of intragroup marginalization. 
Marginalization is a product of discrimination in which a group or individual is put into a 
position of less power or isolation within a society. Intragroup marginalization occurs when this 
isolation happens within a social group as more privileged group members downgrade and 
distance themselves from less privileged group members (Harris, 2009).  Studies have 
highlighted the complexities associated with how Black LGBTQ individuals’ form community, 
including how they navigate both racism from White LGBTQ communities and heterosexism 
within Black communities (Bowleg, 2012; Lassiter et al., 2020; Harris, 2009). For example, 
Bowleg and colleagues (2012) found that Black gay and bisexual men negotiated experiences of 
racial discrimination from the general public, racial microaggressions in White LGBT 
communities, and feelings of silence and invisibility of Black lesbian, gay, and bisexual 
individuals within the Black community. Investigations also support that experiences of 
intragroup marginalization are related to sense of community belonging, identity development, 
and psychological well-being among Black LGBTQ individuals (Brooks, 2016; Graham et al., 
2009; Lassiter et al., 2020; Robinson, 2010; Jackson et al., 2020).  
Studies investigating how intragroup marginalization may be related to activism among 
Black LGBTQ young adults are limited. However, research has demonstrated that discrimination 
in LGBTQ communities is a catalyst for sociopolitical involvement (Harris & Battle, 2013; 
Battle & Harris, 2013). Using quantitative methodological approaches to explore variables that 
may motivate Black same-gender loving adults to engage socio-politically in LGBTQ and 




one’s race is related to greater sociopolitical involvement (Harris & Battle, 2013; Battle & 
Harris, 2013). Similarly, in their study with a diverse sample of LGBTQ adults (22.1% Black), 
VanDaalen & Santos (2017) found that higher levels of racism in the LGTBQ community was 
associated with greater sociopolitical involvement in LGBTQ and racial/ethnic communities 
(VanDaalen & Santos, 2017). Consistent with research on the adaptive properties of activism 
(Hope & Spencer, 2017; French et al., 2019), sociopolitical involvement may be a coping 
strategy for stress related to intragroup marginalization among Black LGBTQ young adults.   
Community Connection and Sociopolitical Involvement among Black LGBTQ people 
 Community connectedness has been conceptualized in various ways, including 
psychological sense of community (Frost & Meyer, 2012), relational connectedness (Dunn & 
Szymanski, 2018), and behavioral participation in community activities (Davids et al., 2015). To 
date, studies that have assessed the role of community in fostering activism among Black 
LGBTQ people have primarily focused on psychological connectedness to the LGBTQ 
community (Harris & Battle, 2013; Battle & Harris, 2013; Harris et al., 2013; Harris et al., 
2015). Across these studies, greater perceived LGBTQ connectedness was associated with 
greater reported engagement in sociopolitical involvement for LGBTQ, racial/ethnic 
communities, and racial/ethnic LGBTQ communities. 
  While studies have emphasized the importance of LGBTQ connectedness for fostering 
activism, there is a need to also consider how connection to Black and broader racial/ethnic 
LGBTQ communities influence activism among Black LGBTQ young adults. Despite feelings of 
isolation in the Black community because of their sexual orientation, many Black LGBTQ 
individuals remain connected to and advocate for the Black community (Follins et al., 2014; 




colleagues highlight the importance of Black community and activism among Black LGBTQ 
young adults. Moreover, as a result of intragroup marginalization, Black LGBTQ people have 
often sought comfort and community with other Black LGBTQ people (Brooks, 2016; Follins et 
al., 2014; Hailey et al., 2020; Mosley et al., 2017) and organizations focused on LGBTQ persons 
of color, more broadly (Labelle, 2019; Singh, 2013). To apply an intersectional lens to 
understanding the role of community in promoting activism in racial/ethnic LGBTQ 
communities, it is important to depict community in the way Black LGBTQ young adults’ 
actually experience it. Therefore, the current study considers engagement in racial/ethnic, 
LGBTQ, and racial/ethnic LGBTQ communities. Additionally, because theorists emphasize 
actual engagement in small community-based organizations for motivating youth to take action 
for community change (Ginwright, 2007), the current investigation conceptualizes community 
connection through behavioral participation.  
The Mediating Role of Community Connection 
Despite community being an integral part of SPD, few studies have assessed the 
mediating role of community engagement between discrimination and activism. This may largely 
be due to the fact that community engagement and activism are often conflated under larger 
umbrella terms such as sociopolitical involvement and civic engagement (Adler & Goggin, 2005; 
Hope & Spencer, 2017; Harris & Battle, 2013; Battle & Harris, 2013; Harris et al., 2013; Harris 
et al., 2015). Civic engagement is a widely used term, with definitions ranging from solely 
community service or political involvement, to broader conceptualizations that include informal 
and formal social activities, community and political participations intended to address public 
concerns (Adler & Goggin, 2005; Ekman & Admå, 2012; Hope & Spencer, 2017). However, 




are two separate constructs. Further, these studies have suggested that engaging in one’s 
community is a mechanism for fostering activism (Watts et al., 2003; Ginwright, 2007). Thus, in 
an effort to better model how community connection may be a stepping stone for greater 
sociopolitical activism, the current study teases apart the two into separate constructs.  
Because of the ways in which intragroup marginalization can create barriers to 
community, it is particularly important to assess community connection as a mediator between 
marginalization and activism among Black LGBTQ young adults, (Brooks, 2016; Graham et al., 
2009; Lassiter et al., 2020; Robinson, 2010; Jackson et al., 2020; Sadika et al., 2020). Qualitative 
studies have consistently reported how LGBTQ youth of color may engage more in LGBTQ 
communities in response to rejection from family members (Hailey et al., 2020; Labelle, 2019), 
or racial/ethnic LGBTQ communities in response to racism experienced in mainstream LGBTQ 
communities (Sadika et al., 2020; Labelle, 2019). Therefore, it is possible that the 
marginalization Black LGBTQ young adults experience in their communities may influence 
community connection which will impact engagement in activism for LGBTQ communities of 
color.  
Although there is qualitative support for this possible pathway, quantitative research 
assessing the link between discrimination and activism through community connection among 
LGBTQ populations is limited. Dunn & Szymanski (2018) found that, while relational 
connectedness was directly and positively associated with LGBTQ activism, it did not mediate 
the association between discrimination and activism. It is also possible that participants’ 
engagement in communities may increase their exposure to marginalization (Brooks, 2016; 
Labelle, 2019), rather than marginalization in one community (e.g., LGBTQ community) 




To account for potential alternative ways in which intragroup marginalization and community 
connection work together to influence activism, the current study tests alternative models in 
addition to our hypothesized model.  
Current study  
As Black LGBTQ young adults face distinct experiences at the intersections of racism 
and heterosexism, the current study centers these intersections by focusing exclusively on 
intersectional activism, activism for racial/ethnic LGBTQ communities. Applying an 
intersectional lens to sociopolitical development, we use data from the Social Justice Sexuality 
project (Battle et al., 2013) to explore pathways to activism among Black LGBTQ young adults. 
Guided by research highlighting the adaptive processes of activism and the role of community 
and discrimination in fostering young adults’ engagement in activism, the proposed study has 
three broad research questions:  
1) Is intragroup marginalization associated with activism and psychological well-
being?  
2) Is community connection associated with activism and psychological well-
being? 
3) Is there an indirect effect of intragroup marginalization on activism through 
community connection?  
The proposed model is presented in Figure 1. In line with theories and empirical studies 
suggesting activism can be an adaptive coping mechanism (Hope & Spencer, 2017; Frost et al., 
2019), we expect intragroup marginalization to be negatively associated with wellbeing (Path A) 
and to be positively associated with activism (Path B). Also, we expect intragroup 




Specifically, we hypothesize that participants who experience more marginalization will be more 
connected to communities (Path D) which will influence their levels of engagement in 
intersectional activism.  However, we expect this relation to differ depending on the form of 
intragroup marginalization and type of community. We expect marginalization within the 
LGBTQ community to be positively associated with racial/ethnic and racial/ethnic LGBTQ 
community connection and marginalization within one’s racial/ethnic community to be 
associated with greater LGBTQ and racial/ethnic LGBTQ community connection. As theories 
have pointed to the role of community connection in fostering activism (Ginwright, 2007; Wray-
Lake, 2019) and wellbeing (French et al., 2019; Follins et al., 2014; Meyer, 2015), we expect 
community connection to be positively associated with intersectional activism and well-being 
(Paths E & F). We hypothesize that connection to all communities will be positively associated 
with intersectional activism, but that racial/ethnic LGBTQ community connection will have the 
strongest association.  
While some studies have used the Social Justice Sexuality Project to explore similar 
predictors of sociopolitical engagement among Black LGBTQ people (Harris et al., 2013; Battle 
& Harris, 2013; Harris et al., 2013; Harris et al., 2015), we expand prior research by focusing 
specifically on Black LGBTQ young adults, a critical period for identity development and 
establishing ideological values (Arnett, 2000; Finlay et al., 2010). Moreover, as young adulthood 
is marked by a transition out of formal institutions, such as high school that help to foster 
sociopolitical involvement, the search for community and connection during this developmental 
period can impact likelihood and opportunity to engage in activism (Finlay et al., 2010). While 
young adults have been subsumed in these studies investigating sociopolitical involvement 




not allow for the investigation of how identity and community function uniquely for this age 
group.   
In regards to community connection influencing activism among Black LGBTQ people, 
prior studies have focused on either LGBTQ (Harris et al., 2013; Battle & Harris, 2013; Harris et 
al., 2013; Harris et al., 2015) or Black (Pender et al., 2018) community connectedness. No 
studies have considered the role of racial/ethnic LGBTQ communities or how behavioral 
engagement in each type of community can influence activism among Black LGBTQ young 
adults. Moreover, the assessment of the mediating role of community connection between 
discrimination and activism among Black LGBTQ young adults has not received much attention 
among quantitative research. This study builds on previous of work by integrating intragroup 
marginalization and behavioral connection to LGBTQ, racial/ethnic community, and 
racial/ethnic LGBTQ communities to understand factors that influence activism and wellbeing 
among Black LGBTQ young adults.  
Method 
Participants 
Data for this study is from the Social Justice Sexuality Project (Battle, Pastrana, & 
Daniels, 2013), a 2010 national survey focused on LGBTQ people of color’s identity, 
physical/mental health, family, religion/spirituality, and sociopolitical involvement. Data were 
collected from over 5,000 respondents throughout the United States and Puerto Rico. Of these 
respondents, 1,651 participants were Black. Given the current study’s focus on young adulthood, 
our sample is comprised of 466 Black3 LGBTQ young adults, aged between 18 and 29 years old 
 
3 Majority of participants (56 %) did not indicate their ethnicity. Of those who did, 24% were African-American, 3% 
were from the African continent (e.g., Nigeria, Libera, Mali), 2% were Jamaican, and 1% were Bajan. Four 
participants indicated Trinidadian as their ethnicity, three were Haitian, two were Guyanese, two were Bahamian, 




(M = 24.21; SD = 3.05).  The data for Social Justice Sexuality Project are publicly available 
online at the Inter-University Consortium for Political and Social Research at the University of 
Michigan (Battle et al., 2013).  
Among the subsample of Black LGBTQ young adults, 52% of the sample identified as 
male, 37.8% identified as female, 1.5% identified as trans women, 1.1% identified as trans men, 
1.1% of participants selected multiple gender identities, and 2.6% of participants identified with 
gender-expansive terms (e.g., gender queer, gender non-conforming). Seventeen participants did 
not indicate their gender identity. Regarding sexual orientation, 41.4% identified as gay, 22.7% 
lesbian, 13.5% bisexual, 5.2% queer, 5.4% same gender loving, 1.9% In the Life, 1.5% Two-
Spirit, 0.9% Macha/o. Twenty-two participants (4.7%) listed their sexual orientation as other 
(e.g., pansexual, men who have sex with men (MSM)). Majority of participants (38.6%) had a 
Bachelor’s degree or higher, 31.1 % had completed some college, 17% had a high school 
diploma or GED, 7.1% had an Associate’s degree, and 3.9% of participants had less than high 
school education. Thirteen participants did not indicate their education level. The majority of 
participants were located in the southern and northeastern regions of the United States (38% 
South; 35.5% Northeast; 13.8% Midwest; 12.8% West) and most resided in urban locations 
(84.5%).  
Procedure 
 The original 105-item survey was tested and re-tested before it was administered in 2010 
(January – December). The research team also administered a supplement to approximately 600 
people at the GMHC House of Latex Ball community in August of 2010 that included an 
additional 10 items about the House and Ball community, mobile technology, and contact with 




Board. Snowball, venue-based, respondent-driven and online sampling was utilized to recruit 
participants and the survey was administered through mail, on-site, and web-based 
questionnaires. The order of measures was consistent across questionnaires. Detailed procedures 
can be found in Battle, Pastrana, & Harris (2016).  
Measures.  
 Intragroup Marginalization. As a proxy for perceptions of marginalization within 
racial/ethnic and LGBTQ communities, participants responded to two one-item questions 
regarding their level of discomfort within their communities.  Marginalization in LGBTQ 
Community indicated participants feelings of discomfort in the LGBTQ Community because of 
their race/ethnicity (“How often have you felt discomfort within you racial/ethnic community 
because of your gender and/or sexuality”). Marginalization in Racial Community indicated 
participants feelings of discomfort within their racial/ethnic community because of their gender 
and/or sexuality (“How often have you felt uncomfortable in your LGBT community because of 
your race or ethnicity”). Scales ranged from 1 (Never) to 6 (Always), higher scores indicating 
greater levels of discomfort within their communities.  
 Community Connection. Community connection was assessed by participants’ 
behavioral participation in LGBTQ, racial/ethnic, and racial/ethnic LGBTQ communities. 
Behavioral participation was assessed using a measure that was adapted from Battle et al.’s 
(2013) LGBTQ, racial/ethnic and racial/ethnic LGBTQ Sociopolitical Involvement Measures. 
Prior studies indicate these scales to be reliable among samples of Black LGBTQ people 
(LGBTQ Sociopolitical Involvement, α = .77, Racial/ethnic Sociopolitical Involvement, α = .84, 
and Racial/ethnic LGBTQ Sociopolitical Involvement, α = .84; Harris & Battle, 2013; Harris et 




umbrella terms such as sociopolitical involvement and civic engagement, research conducted 
with Black youth have indicated that the two are separate constructs and that engaging in 
community is mechanism for fostering activism (Ginwright, 2007; Watts et al., 2003). An 
exploratory factor analysis supported this two-factor approach, thus, the original six-item 
Sociopolitical Involvement scales, were adapted to create separate measures that assess 1) 
Community Involvement and 2) Activism. After removing activism items from the original 
scales, the remaining three items adequately portrayed the concept of behavioral community 
connection (Frost & Meyer, 2012). 
 Participants reported how often within the last 12 months they participated in various 
community activities (e.g., “participated in social or cultural events (clubs, movies, restaurants, 
etc.)”; “used the internet (e.g., chat rooms, social networking sites, blogs, etc.)”) for each 
community (3 items; LGBTQ Involvement, α = .71, racial/ethnic Involvement, α = .75 and 
Racial/ethnic LGBTQ Involvement, α = .75). Items were rated on a six-point Likert scales 
ranging from 1 (never) to 6 (more than once a week). Mean scores were calculated and higher 
scores indicate greater levels of community involvement.   
 Intersectional Activism. Activism in racial/ethnic LGBTQ communities was adapted 
from Battle et al.’s (2013) Sociopolitical Involvement Measure to capture sociopolitical 
involvement that was more indicative of sociopolitical activism that highlighted extra-
institutional action and community organizing (Watts & Flanagan, 2007) at the intersection of 
LGBTQ status and race group membership. Guided by Watts & Flanagan’s (2007) definition of 
sociopolitical activism, we identified two items from the original scale that demonstrated 
activism: “participated in political events (e.g., march, rally, etc.)” and “donated money to an 




item – “received goods and/or services” from racial/ethnic LGBTQ communities –also grouped 
with these items. Thus, we used a three-item scale to assess intersectional activism (3 items; α = 
.77). Participants reported how often within the last 12 months they participated in these events 
using a six-point Likert scales ranging from 1 (never) to 6 (more than once a week). Means 
scores were calculated and higher scores indicate greater intersectional activism.  
Psychological Well-Being. Psychological well-being was assessed utilizing the well-
being items of the Center for Epidemiological Studies Depression (CES-D) scale (Radloff, 
1977). The scale consisted of four items (α = .90) and inquired about participants well-being 
within the last week (e.g., “How often over the past week have you felt happy”). Participants 
responded using a four-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (most of the time). Higher 
scores indicated greater well-being.  
 Control Variables. A number of sociodemographic variables were included in 
preliminary analyses (age, education level, gender, and “out” status). The variables that were 
closely aligned theoretically and robustly associated with predictor and outcome variables were 
included in primary analyses.  
 Age. Participants indicated their age in years. 
 Education Level. As literature has shown that schooling provides a critical context that 
shapes youth’s civic engagement (Finlay et al., 2010), education was included in analyses as a 
continuous variable. Participants indicated the level of education they completed using a scale 
ranging from 1(less than a high school education) to 7 (graduate/professional degree), higher 
scores indicating a higher level of education.  
 Cisgender. To account for transgender (e.g., transgender men and women) and non-




 “Out” Status Research shows that participants level of involvement in LGBTQ events, 
organizations, and communities is influenced by how “out”4 they are to others in their lives 
(Harris & Battle, 2013). Participants reported the extent to which they were “out” to their family 
and friends (e.g., “How many people within the following communities are you ‘out’ to?: family, 
friends, coworkers, etc.”). Participants responded using a scale ranging from 1 (none) to 4 (all), 
higher scores indicating being “out” to more family members (6 items; α = .89).  
Data Analysis 
To test the direct and indirect effect of intragroup marginalization, community 
connection, and activism on wellbeing as well as the direct and indirect effects of intragroup 
marginalization and community connection on intersectional activism, path analysis was 
performed using lavaan, version 0.6-8, in RStudio. The χ2 test statistic was utilized to help 
determine the fit of the hypothesized model. Also, the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and the Root 
Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) were used to verify the model fit. The CFI is a 
measure that compares a baseline model to a theoretical model in which hypothesized paths are 
estimated. This index ranges from 0 to 1, where a value greater than .90 indicates adequate fit 
(Bentler, 1990). RMSEA values are better conceived as an index of badness of fit (Browne & 
Cudeck, 1993). Models with a RMSEA value less than .08 indicates adequate model fit (Bentler, 
1990). We also used modification indices (MIs) and likelihood ratio tests (LRTs) as needed to 
ensure the best fit of our model.  
To test our mediation hypotheses, an indirect effects model using bootstrapping methods 
was employed. Recent research suggests that the commonly used method introduced by Baron 
and Kenny (1986) for testing mediation lacks statistical power relative to other alternatives 
 




(MacKinnon et al., 2002). Based upon recommendations by Shrout and Bolger (2002), 
bootstrapping methods were employed to estimate the direct and indirect paths because it 
provides a more accurate estimation of Type I error rates and has greater power in detecting 
indirect effects. A bootstrap sample of 1000 was used in the current investigation to produce 
bias-corrected confidence intervals. With the bootstrapped procedure, if the confidence interval 
does not contain zero, one can conclude that there is significant mediation present. Additional 
work has demonstrated the accuracy of the bootstrapping procedure in detecting mediation 
(MacKinnon et al., 2007; Preacher & Hayes, 2008).  
A common concern with path analysis, especially when using cross-sectional data, is the 
existence of equivalent models, alternative models that fit data to the same degree (MacCallum 
& Austin, 2000). To address this concern, in addition to our hypothesized model, we fit four a 
priori alternative models to our data (Table 3). We used prior empirical work and theory to 
identify these models. For example, while becoming more engaged in community as a result of 
marginalization may be an adaptive process (Zimmerman et al., 2015), it is also possible that 
participants’ engagement in community may increase their likelihood of experiencing 
marginalization (Brooks, 2016; Labelle, 2019) which may impact activism and psychological 
wellbeing. Studies have also found that engagement in activism was also associated with greater 
community involvement (Gilster, 2012). To address the possible existence of qualitatively 








 Preliminary analyses were conducted to evaluate means, standard deviations, and 
bivariate correlations for all study variables (Table 1). Two separate repeated measures 
ANOVAs were conducted to assess significant differences in intragroup marginalization and 
community involvement. On average, participants indicated greater experiences of discomfort in 
their racial/ethnic community because of their sexual orientation (M = 3.43, SD = 1.65) than in 
their LGBTQ communities because of their race/ethnicity (M=2.83, SD = 1.62), F (1, 450) = 
47.45, p < .001, η2partial = .10.  Participants levels of connection to LGBTQ, racial/ethnic, and 
racial/ethnic LGBTQ communities significantly differed from each other F (1, 446) = 74.99, p < 
.001, η2partial = .14. Multiple-comparison post-hoc analyses with Bonferroni correction 
indicated that participants engaged in LGBTQ community significantly more than racial/ethnic 
and racial/ethnic LGBTQ communities and engaged in racial/ethnic communities significantly 
more often than racial/ethnic LGBTQ communities.  
 As shown in Table 1, bivariate analyses indicated a positive relationship between age 
and LGBTQ community involvement, r = .10, p = .03, and psychological wellbeing, r = .10, p = 
.03.  Those who were older rated themselves as being more involved in the LGBTQ community 
and higher in their psychological wellbeing. There was a positive association between being 
“out” and involvement in all communities (LGBTQ, r = .24, p < .001; Racial/Ethnic, r = .13, p = 
.006; Racial/Ethnic LGBTQ, r = .21, p < .001) as well as psychological wellbeing, r = .14, p = 
.003.  Participants who reported being “out” to more members of their community also reported 
greater community engagement and psychological wellbeing. There was a positive correlation 




community, r = .09, p = .046; marginalization in racial/ethnic community, r = .11, p = .02).   
Participants with a higher education level reported experiencing higher levels of marginalization 
in the LGBTQ community because of their race/ethnicity and higher levels of marginalization in 
their racial/ethnic community because of their sexual orientation. Participants with a higher 
education level also reported higher levels of involvement in all communities (LGBTQ, r = .19, p 
< .001; Racial/Ethnic, r = .16, p = .001; Racial/Ethnic LGBTQ, r = .11, p < .02) and greater 
psychological wellbeing, r = .16, p = .001.   
 There was a positive association between marginalization in the LGBTQ community and 
marginalization in one’s racial community, r = .39, p < .001.  Individuals who reported more 
discomfort in their racial/ethnic community because of their sexual orientation also reported 
higher levels of discomfort in the LGBTQ community because of their race/ethnicity. 
Participants who reported greater feelings of marginalization in both the LGBTQ community, r = 
.15, p = .001, and their racial/ethnic community, r = .16, p = .001, also reported higher levels of 
involvement in the LGBTQ community. Marginalization in the LGBTQ community was also 
positively correlated with intersectional activism, r = .16, p = .001 while marginalization in one’s 
racial/ethnic community because of their sexual orientation was negatively correlated with 
psychological wellbeing, r = -.14, p = .004. 
  LGBTQ, racial/ethnic, and racial/ethnic LGBTQ community involvement were all 
significantly and positively associated with each other (r = .55 - .66, p < .001). Correlations 
indicated a positive association between LGBTQ (r = .20, p < .001), racial/ethnic (r = .28, p < 
.001), and racial/ethnic LGBTQ (r = .44, p <.001) community involvement and intersectional 
activism. Participants who reported higher levels of engagement in these communities also 




(r = .11, p = .03) and racial/ethnic communities (r = .11, p = .02) was also associated with greater 
psychological wellbeing 
Tests of the Hypothesized Model 
The hypothesized path model was tested to examine associations among intragroup 
marginalization, community connection, activism and psychological wellbeing. Fit indices 
indicated that the model did not meet the criteria to declare good fit to the data, (χ 2 (19) = 69.31, 
p < .001; CFI =0.93, RMSEA=0.08).  Modification indices indicated that allowing a direct 
association between “out” status and LGBTQ community involvement would significantly 
improve the fit of our model. Thus, we respecified our model to allow for the direct association. 
Indicators of goodness of fit showed overall good fit of the model to the data, (χ 2 (19) = 51.27, p 
< .001; CFI =0.96, RMSEA=0.07) and an LRT indicated a significant improvement in model fit 
in comparison to the original model, Δ χ 2 (1) = 18.04, p < .001. Therefore, we moved forward 
with the respecified model and the statistical significances of direct and indirect effects of the 
model were subsequently examined to reveal the results of hypotheses testing. 
Figure 2 shows the estimated standardized coefficients for significant direct paths from the 
final model. First, our hypothesis that intragroup marginalization would be positively associated 
with activism was partially supported: Marginalization in the LGBTQ community due to one’s 
race/ethnicity was positively associated with greater activism in LGBT communities of color (β 
= .12, p = .001), but there was no direct effect marginalization in one’s racial/ethnic community 
and intersectional activism. In partial support for our hypothesis that both forms of intragroup 
marginalization would be negatively associated with psychological wellbeing, marginalization in 




with psychological wellbeing (β = -.14, p = .007). There was no significant direct effect between 
marginalization in the LGBTQ community and psychological wellbeing (Table 2).  
Assessing direct associations between community involvement, activism, and psychological 
wellbeing, again our hypotheses were partially supported. Involvement in racial/ethnic LGBTQ 
communities was associated with greater intersectional activism (β = .43, p < .001), but there 
were no significant direct effects of LGBTQ or racial/ethnic community involvement on 
activism. In regards to wellbeing, LGBTQ community involvement was positively associated 
with psychological wellbeing (β = .14, p = .03). Neither racial/ethnic nor racial/ethnic LGBTQ 
community involvement were significantly associated with psychological wellbeing. 
Additionally, contrary to our hypotheses, there was no direct effect between intersectional 
activism and psychological wellbeing (Table 2).  
 Due to a lack of significant direct effects, we tested only two indirect paths to assess the 
potential mediating effect of LGBTQ community involvement: marginalization in LGBTQ 
community → LGBTQ community involvement→psychological wellbeing and marginalization 
in racial/ethnic community →LGBTQ community involvement→psychological wellbeing. 
Mediation analyses indicated that LGBTQ community involvement did not mediate the 
association between marginalization in one’s racial/ethnic community and psychological 
wellbeing (b = .01, SE = .01, p = .15), nor the relationship between marginalization in the 
LGBTQ community and psychological wellbeing (b = .01, SE = .01, p = .13). Thus, our 
hypotheses of indirect effects were not supported.  
Tests of Alternative Models 
 Because of our use of cross-sectional data, in addition to our hypothesized model, we 




Table 3. All of the alternative models indicated good fit to the data, indicating that different 
pathways to activism and wellbeing exist. As such, we looked closer at the direct and indirect 
effects of one of the alternative models (Model 1) to understand alternative explanations of our 
data. Rather than assessing how community involvement mediates the association between 
intragroup marginalization and activism and wellbeing, the alternative model assesses how 
intragroup marginalization mediates the association between community connection and 
activism and psychological wellbeing (Table 4). 
 Figure 3 shows the significant direct paths from alternative model 1. Consistent with our 
hypothesized model, marginalization in the LGBTQ community was positively associated with 
intersectional activism (β = .16, p = .001) and marginalization in one’s racial/ethnic community 
was negatively associated with psychological wellbeing (β = -.14, p = .007). In regards to 
community involvement, involvement in racial/ethnic LGBTQ communities was still positively 
associated with intersectional activism (β = .43, p < .001) and LGBTQ community involvement 
was positively associated with psychological wellbeing (β = .14, p = .007). 
 Assessing direct associations between community involvement and intragroup 
marginalization, only LGBTQ community involvement was significantly associated with 
intragroup marginalization. Specifically, participants who reported more LGBTQ community 
involvement also reported more marginalization in their racial community because of their 
sexual orientation (β = .24, p < .001) and more marginalization in the LGBTQ community 
because of their sexual orientation (β = .21, p = .001).   
 Based on hypotheses and significant direct effects, we assessed the following indirect 
paths: LGBTQ community involvement→ marginalization in LGBTQ community → 




community →psychological wellbeing. First, the indirect effect of LGBTQ community 
involvement on activism through marginalization in the LGBTQ community was significant (b = 
.03, SE = .01, p = .04). Greater involvement in the LGBTQ community was associated with 
greater experiences of marginalization in the LGBTQ community which was associated with 
higher intersectional activism. Mediation analyses also indicated a significant indirect effect of 
LGBTQ community involvement on psychological wellbeing through marginalization in one’s 
racial/ethnic community to also be significant (b = -.02, SE = .01, p = .02). Participants who 
reported greater involvement in the LGBTQ community, reported more marginalization in their 
racial/ethnic community because of their sexual orientation which was associated with lower 
psychological wellbeing. Moreover, marginalization in the LGBTQ community fully mediated 
the association between LGBTQ community involvement and psychological wellbeing (b = .08, 
SE = .04, p = .05). Contrary to our hypotheses, this model suggests that, rather than community 
involvement being a response to intragroup marginalization, participation in LGBTQ community 
increases individuals’ exposure to intragroup marginalization which influences activism and 
psychological wellbeing. 
Discussion 
 As research around the importance of sociopolitical development for marginalized youth 
and young adults’ development continues to emerge, the current study contributes to current 
literature by applying an intersectional lens to sociopolitical development. Specifically, we 
investigated how Black LGBTQ young adults’ unique experiences of discrimination and 
community may impact their engagement in activism and psychological wellbeing. Guided by 
theory and empirical work suggesting activism can be an adaptive coping mechanism (Hope & 




and psychological wellbeing. In partial support of our hypotheses, marginalization in the 
LGBTQ community and connection to racial/ethnic LGBTQ communities were positively 
associated with intersectional activism. In regards to psychological wellbeing, contrary to our 
hypotheses, activism was neither directly nor indirectly associated with psychological wellbeing. 
However, marginalization in one’s racial/ethnic community was negatively associated with 
psychological wellbeing, but involvement in LGBTQ communities was positively associated 
with psychological wellbeing.  
In our hypothesized model, we expected intragroup marginalization to have an indirect 
effect on activism through community connection, but this effect was not supported. Instead, 
assessment of alternative models indicated that, rather than participants increasing community 
involvement in response to intragroup marginalization, a better explanation of our data was that 
community involvement increased exposure to intragroup marginalization. Specifically, 
participants who reported more engagement in the LGBTQ community, reported greater levels 
of marginalization in both their racial/ethnic communities and the LGBTQ community, and 
marginalization was associated with activism and psychological wellbeing.  
Intragroup Marginalization and Activism  
Our finding that participants who experienced more instances of marginalization in the 
LGBTQ community because of their race/ethnicity were more likely to engage in intersectional 
activism is consistent with prior studies (Harris & Battle, 2013; Harris et al., 2013; Battle & 
Harris, 2013; Harris et al., 2015; VanDaalen & Santos, 2017). Research has continuously shown 
that discrimination functions as a catalyst for marginalized youth awareness of inequality and 
sociopolitical involvement (Cronin et al., 2011; White-Johnson, 2011, Hope et al., 2016; Hope et 




community as a result of racism felt is a specific form of discrimination that Black LGBTQ 
people frequently experience (Bowleg, 2012; Lassiter et al., 2020; Harris, 2009) and engaging in 
racial/ethnic LGBTQ communities may be a common response to these instances of intragroup 
marginalization (Labelle, 2019; Brooks, 2016; Mosley et al., 2017). In a case study of Canadian 
racially/ethnically marginalized LGBTQ activists, participants reported originally engaging in 
the activism around LGBTQ rights in an effort to find acceptance in response to exclusion and 
marginalization they experienced after coming out. However, instances of racism in the LGBTQ 
community then pushed them towards activism that centered racially/ethnically marginalized 
LGBTQ people rather than complete disengagement (Labelle, 2019).  
It is interesting to note that, despite participants reporting significantly greater levels of 
discomfort in their racial/ethnic community because of their sexual orientation than discomfort in 
the LGBTQ community because of their race/ethnicity, marginalization in the racial/ethnic 
community was not associated with intersectional activism. This may be due to the fact that, 
despite experiencing heterosexism and homophobia within their communities, many Black 
LGBTQ people rely on the Black community for support and choose to fight for Black LGBTQ 
rights within the community (Moore, 2010; Brooks, 2016; Pender et al., 2018). Moore (2010) 
associated this commitment to linked fate, an intuitive connection to a broader community. Not 
only do Black LGBTQ people often view connection to the Black community as important to 
their sense of self (Graham et al, 2009; Moore, 2010; Lassiter et al., 2020), but also see their 
futures and wellbeing shaped by the liberation of the Black people as a whole (Moore, 2010).   
Community Connection and Activism 
 Across both the hypothesized and alternative model, as expected, participants who 




higher levels of intersectional activism. These findings are consistent with research emphasizing 
social relationships as an important mechanism for sociopolitical development (Ginwright, 2007; 
Wray-Lake, 2019), although we are unable to articulate the exact processes through which 
behavioral community connection influences activism. While Ginwright (2007) posited that 
involvement in small community-based organizations foster a collective identity that orients 
young adults to become more politically engaged, other scholars focus on sense of belonging and 
access to opportunities to be politically engaged (Wray-Lake, 2019). Future studies should look 
more into the different processes through which involvement in racial/ethnic LGBTQ 
communities specifically fosters greater engagement in intersectional activism. Such work can 
help identify what unique aspects of racial/ethnic LGBTQ communities differentiate them from 
general LGBTQ and racial/ethnic communities.  
Contrary to what we expected, despite positive bivariate correlations, there was not a 
direct association between involvement in LGBTQ and racial/ethnic communities and 
intersectional activism. These results contradict studies that found psychological connectedness 
to the LGBTQ community among same gender loving Black men and women to be associated 
with higher sociopolitical involvement in both LGBTQ and racial/ethnic communities (Harris & 
Battle, 2013; Battle & Harris, 2013) as well as racial/ethnic LGBTQ communities (Harris et al., 
2013; Harris et al., 2015). Studies have also suggested that Black LGBTQ individuals’ 
engagement in Black LGBTQ organizations and LGBTQ rights is strongly connected to the 
larger Black community (Brooks, 2016; Moore, 2010). The lack of a direct association between 
LGBTQ and racial/ethnic community involvement and intersectional activism may be due to the 
fact that we used a behavioral measure of community connection, rather than a general sense of 




perceptions of linked fate may influence activism (Moore, 2010; Pender et al., 2018), differences 
in behavioral participation may tap a different process through which community influences 
activism.  
Although we did not find a direct effect between LGBTQ community connection and 
intersectional activism, assessment of alternative models indicated an indirect effect of LGBTQ 
community connection on intersectional activism through intragroup marginalization. Contrary 
to our hypothesized model, rather than community connection functioning as a mediator, 
assessment of alternative models indicated that the effect of community connection on activism 
was mediated by intragroup marginalization. Specifically, participants who were more involved 
in the LGBTQ community reported greater experiences of marginalization in the LGBTQ 
community because of their race/ethnicity and this was associated with greater intersectional 
activism. This finding is supported by various studies of Black and other racially/ethnically 
marginalized LGBTQ that have found engagement in LGBTQ community to be associated with 
experiences racial marginalization (Labelle, 2019; Brooks, 2016; Mosley et al., 2017). While 
participation in racial/ethnic LGBTQ communities is directly associated with activism, LGBTQ 
community involvement is only associated with activism through experiences of marginalization 
in LGBTQ community. 
Pathways to Psychological Wellbeing 
Contrary to our hypotheses, activism was not associated with psychological wellbeing. 
Thus, the current study does not provide support for activism functioning as an adaptive coping 
process. Although contrary to theory (Hope & Spencer, 2017), our results contribute to the 
mixed literature of the effects of activism on psychological wellbeing (Frost et al., 2019; Cronin 




colleagues (2019) found that LGBTQ and gender nonconforming youth and young adults who 
experienced more economic inequality were also more likely to experience discrimination and, 
in response, engage in more activism which was associated with fewer health problems. 
However, in their study of political activism among Black and Latinx college students, Hope et 
al. (2019) found that higher levels of political activism may exacerbate experiences of 
racial/ethnic microaggressions which was associated with greater stress and anxiety for Black 
students. Moreover, a longitudinal study of civically engaged young adults in Hong Kong, found 
activism to originally be positively associated with psychological and social wellbeing, but a 
year later young adults who were highly engaged in activism reported significant declines in 
wellbeing. This decline was explained by the perceived responsiveness of the Hong Kong 
government (Chan et al., 2020). Overall, more research is needed to fully understand how 
activism influences young adult’s wellbeing, with a consideration for delayed effects and other 
mediating variables.  
Despite the lack of association between activism and wellbeing, our study does highlight 
how Black LGBTQ young adults’ experiences of intragroup marginalization impact their 
wellbeing. Although marginalization in one’s racial/ethnic community was not associated with 
intersectional activism, it was negatively associated with psychological wellbeing. This finding 
is consistent with our hypotheses and prior research (Lassiter et al., 2020; Graham et al., 2009; 
Robinson, 2010). In regards to the effect of community connection on psychological wellbeing, 
only LGBTQ community connection was associated with psychological wellbeing. Consistent 
with research highlighting the benefits of LGBTQ community engagement for psychological 
wellbeing (Fish et al., 2019; Higa et al., 2015; Meyer, 2015), participants who reported greater 




association was fully mediated by intragroup marginalization. Participants who reported more 
engagement in the LGBTQ community, reported more marginalization in the racial/ethnic 
community because of their sexual orientation, which was associated with lower psychological 
wellbeing.  
These findings reflect literature that has highlighted the complexity of community for 
Black LGBTQ young adults, particularly navigating heterosexism in their racial/ethnic 
community (Bowleg, 2012; Brooks, 2016; Lassiter et al., 2020; Harris, 2009). In their literature 
review of determinants of mental health among Black sexual and gender minorities in the United 
States, Lassiter and colleagues (2020) found that the most pervasive determinant of Black sexual 
and gender minorities’ mental health are intersectional discrimination and oppression. Although, 
by itself, involvement in the LGBTQ community may be associated with positive outcomes, it 
may also increase individuals’ risk of exposure to homophobia from their racial/ethnic 
community. In her study of identity management among Black Lesbian women in North 
Philadelphia, Brooks (2016) found that, in order to stay in their home communities where they 
simultaneously felt love and tension, one of the strategies some women used to protect 
themselves was disidentifying with LGBTQ spaces, particularly for women who felt politically 
identifying as lesbian could cut them off from resources. Because many Black LGBTQ people 
rely on the Black community and consider it to be important to their sense of self (Graham et al., 
2009; Moore, 2010; Lassiter et al., 2020), such marginalization may be particularly negative on 
their wellbeing. 
Limitations and Direction for Future Research 
Though the current study is characterized by several strengths, it is not without 




directionality of the examined relationships. We assessed alternative models to address this 
limitation and the presence of equivalent models suggests the need for additional studies using 
longitudinal data to capture transactional processes to further clarify the nature of these 
associations. While the current data did not support our hypotheses of Black LGBTQ young 
adults engaging more in communities as a response to marginalization, it is possible that this 
process may be better captured with longitudinal data (Zimmerman et al., 2015).  
Second, one-item measures, which were used in this study to assess intragroup 
marginalization, may not represent the multidimensionality of the constructs. For example, while 
our assessment of marginalization focuses on discomfort, studies have looked at feelings of 
invisibility and rejection (Balsam et al., 2011) and actual racism in the LGBTQ community 
(Sarno et al., 2015; VanDaalen & Santos, 2017) to operationalize intragroup marginalization. 
Future studies should utilize more complex measures that capture these multiple aspects of 
marginalization.  
Third, for understanding the adaptive process of activism, we only had psychological 
wellbeing available to assess as an outcome. While some research has found activism to be 
positively associated with young adult’s psychological wellbeing (Frost et al., 2019; Cronin et 
al., 2011), activism can have many positive effects on other aspects of young adults’ lives such 
as identity development (Cronin et al., 2011; Ginwright, 2007), agency (Chan et al., 2020; 
Russell et al., 2009), leadership competence (Chan et al., 2020), and social change (Ginwright & 
Cammarota, 2002; Watts & Flanagan, 2007). As research continues to assess factors that may 
foster activism and the benefits associated with it, future work should consider multiple 




 Finally, this study assesses intersectional activism broadly, rather than focusing 
specifically on Black LGBTQ activism. Because experiences of anti-Blackness are specific to 
Black LGBTQ young adults, future research should look more into activism that centers the 
Black LGBTQ community. 
Conclusions 
As research continues to assess the potential benefits of activism for marginalized young 
adults, it is important to consider activism that functions at the intersections of race and sexual 
orientation. The current study contributes to the literature by applying an intersectional lens to 
sociopolitical development to assess paths to Black LGBTQ young adults’ engagement in 
activism for racial/ethnic LGBTQ communities. Although our study did not find activism to be 
associated with psychological wellbeing, our results highlight how community, and the 
marginalization Black LGBTQ young adults experience within those communities, can impact 
engagement in intersectional activism and wellbeing. Our use of an intersectional lens brings to 
light the importance of Black LGBTQ young adult’s connection to racial/ethnic LGBTQ 
communities for fostering activism. It also highlights how intragroup marginalization can 
mitigate the potential benefits of involvement in the broader LGBTQ community.  
The present study has implications for the Black and LGBTQ communities in which 
Black LGBTQ young adults exist in and navigate through. For example, based on our findings 
concerning the positive association between marginalization in the LGBTQ community and 
intersectional activism, mainstream LGBTQ communities should re-assess how they are 
upholding White normativity within their organizations (Fox & Ore, 2010; Pritchard, 2013) in a 
way that pushes Black LGBTQ young adults outside the LGBTQ community in order to engage 




include personal reflection on how one embodies anti-Blackness and White privilege, providing 
culturally relevant programming that centers Black LGBTQ young adults, and putting Black 
LGBTQ people in leadership positions.  
Additionally, our finding that involvement in the LGBTQ community was associated 
with greater marginalization within the Black community and thus lower psychological 
wellbeing, points to the need to address heterosexism within the Black community. While Black 
LGBTQ people stay connected to and fight for the Black community (Moore, 2010), Black 
communities should recognize their Black LGBTQ members and address heterosexism that 
threatens their wellbeing. As silence around issues impacting LGBTQ people can contribute to 
the erasure of Black LGBTQ people (Sadika et al., 2020; Bowleg, 2012), a starting point would 
be to have more open and affirming conversations about gender and sexuality diversity within 
the Black community. Increased education about LGBTQ issues and how they intersect with 
plight for racial justice as well as the intersectional oppression Black LGBTQ people specifically 
face can help guide activism efforts to ensure the fight for justice includes everyone (Brooks, 
2016; Sadika et al., 2020).  Overall, both Black and LGBTQ communities and must acknowledge 
and center the needs of Black LGBTQ people in order to foster environments where everyone 










Table 1  
Correlations, Means (Standard Deviations) among Study Variables 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11  
1. Cisgender 1.00            
2. Age 0.07 1.00           
3. Out 0.07 -.03 1.00          
4. Education 0.07 0.46c -0.07 1.00         
5. Racial Marginalization 
in LGBTQ Community 
0.00 0.01 0.06 0.09a 1.00        
6. LGBTQ Marginalization 
in Racial Community 
0.05 0.07 0.03 0.11a 0.39c 1.00       
7. LGBTQ Involvement 0.07 0.10a 0.24c 0.19c 0.15b 0.16b 1.00      
8. Racial/Ethnic 
Involvement 
0.06 0.03 0.13c 0.16b 0.08 0.04 0.63c 1.00     
9. Racial/Ethnic LGBTQ 
Involvement 
0.04 0.09 0.21c 0.11a 0.08 0.08 0.55c 0.66c 1.00    
10. Intersectional Activism -0.07 0.01 0.09 0.07 0.16b 0.06 0.20c 0.28c 0.43*c 1.00   
11. Psychological Wellbeing 0.04 0.10a 0.14b 0.16b -0.09 -0.14b 0.11a 0.11a 0.08 -0.06 1.00  
Mean 0.93 24.21 3.50 3.82 2.83 3.43 3.97 3.68 3.44 2.15 3.18  
SD 0.25 3.05 1.17 1.60 1.62 1.65 1.31 1.37 1.45 1.20 0.80  
Note. Cisgender (0 = gender variant; 1 = cisgender); Education (1 = less than high school education; 2 = high school diploma/GED; 3 = 
some college; 4 = associate’s degree; 5 = Bachelor’s degree; 6 = some graduate/professional school; 7 = graduate/professional degree) 








Table 2.  
Summary of Hypothesized Path Model 
 B SE Std. B p R2  
Marginalization in LGBTQ Community     0.01  
     Cisgender 0.05 0.32 0.01 0.87   
     Age -0.03 0.03 -0.03 0.36   
     Education 0.12 0.06 0.05 0.05   
     Out 0.08 0.07 0.25 0.25   






     Cisgender 0.21 0.33 0.03 0.54   
     Age 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.81   
     Education 0.11 0.06 0.10 0.07   
     Out 0.02 0.07 0.02 0.74   
LGBTQ Community Connection     0.08  












     Out 0.18 0.04 0.16 <.001   
Racial/Ethnic Community Connection     0.01  





































Intersectional Activism     0.20  












LGBTQ Community Connect -0.06 0.05 -0.14 0.28   
Racial/Ethnic Community Connection 0.02 0.06 0.14 0.71   






Psychological Wellbeing     0.06  












LGBTQ Community Connection 0.08 0.04 0.14 0.03   
Racial/Ethnic Community Connection 0.05 0.04 0.09 0.19   






Intersectional Activism -0.06 0.04 -0.08 0.13   
Note. Cisgender (0 = gender variant; 1 = cisgender); Education (1 = less than high school education; 2 = high school 
diploma/GED; 3 = some college; 4 = associate’s degree; 5 = Bachelor’s degree; 6 = some graduate/professional 
school; 7 = graduate/professional degree) 
















Model  χ 2 CFI RMSEA  
1 Community → Marginalization→ Activism→ Wellbeing χ 2 (16) = 23.46, p = .10 .99 .03  
2 Marginalization → Activism→ Community→ Wellbeing χ 2 (19) = 51.06, p < .001 .96 .07  
3 Marginalization → Community → Wellbeing→ Activism χ 2 (19) = 51.27, p < .001 .96 .07  








Table 4  
Summary of Alternative Path Model 1 
 B SE Std. B p R2  
LGBTQ Community Connection     0.10  
     Cisgender 0.10 0.25 0.02 0.68   
     Age 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.45   
     Education 0.14 0.05 0.17 0.002   
     Out 0.32 0.06 0.28 <.001   
Racial/Ethnic Community Connection     0.05  
     Cisgender 0.27 0.27 0.05 0.33   
     Age -0.02 0.03 -0.04 0.45   
     Education 0.16 0.05 0.18 .001   
     Out 0.18 0.06 0.15 .003   






     Cisgender 0.01 0.29 0.002 0.96   
Age 0.03 0.03 0.06 0.25   
Education 0.06 0.05 0.07 0.23   
     Out 0.22 0.06 0.18 <.001   
Marginalization in LGBTQ Community     0.03  
LGBTQ Community Connection 0.26 0.08 0.21 .001   
Racial/Ethnic Community Connection -0.03 0.09 -0.02 0.74   












LGBTQ Community Connection 0.11 0.08 0.24 <.001   
Racial/Ethnic Community Connection -0.04 0.09 -0.12 0.09   













Intersectional Activism     0.20  
LGBTQ Community Connection -0.06 0.05 -0.07 0.28   
Racial/Ethnic Community Connection 0.02 0.06 0.03 0.71   






Marginalization in LGBTQ 
Community 










Psychological Wellbeing     0.06  
LGBTQ Community Connection 0.08 0.04 0.14 0.03   
Racial/Ethnic Community Connection 0.05 0.04 0.09 0.19   


















Intersectional Activism -0.06 0.04 -0.08 0.13   
Note. Cisgender (0 = gender variant; 1 = cisgender); Education (1 = less than high school education; 2 = high school 
diploma/GED; 3 = some college; 4 = associate’s degree; 5 = Bachelor’s degree; 6 = some graduate/professional 
school; 7 = graduate/professional degree) 
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